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Linguistic research defines a dialect, or language variety, as a variety of a language that is associated with a particular regional or social group. Contrary to popular understanding, dialect does not mean a lesser, informal, or ungrammatical way of speaking; in fact, long-established linguistic research has demonstrated that all dialects are equally structured and logical, though they may vary in pronunciation, vocabulary, or grammatical patterns (Wolfram, Adger, & Christian, 1999) . In this article, we use the terms stigmatized dialects and vernacular dialects interchangeably to refer to the varieties of English often devalued in schools, business, government, and the media. The term stigmatized highlights the prejudicial social attitudes that mark these dialects and the people who speak them. In the United States, highly stigmatized dialects include AAVE, Appalachian English, Chicano English, and many others. We use the term Standard English to refer to the dialects of English valued in school, business, government, and the media because it is the term most commonly used in educational and linguistic research. Scientific research on language demonstrates that standard dialects are not linguistically better by any objective measures; they are socially preferred simply because they are the language varieties used by those who are most powerful and affluent in a society. In addition, although schools often refer to Standard English as if it were a single dialect, there are numerous regional standard dialects in the United States and around the world, as well as significant structural differences between written and spoken Standard Englishes.
In this article, we argue that teacher education grounded in linguistic research and principles can change teachers' dialectrelated attitudes and practices, and we offer research-based suggestions for effective teacher education on dialect diversity. Our article is limited to research conducted in U.S. contexts, though we recognize that important scholarship on sociolinguistic diversity in education has been conducted elsewhere (Siegel, 1999 
Curriculum and Pedagogy for Teacher Education on Dialect Diversity
Drawing on previous research and our collective experience, we highlight three themes that might serve as a foundation for courses and programs on dialect diversity for inservice or preservice teachers: (a) anticipating and overcoming resistance to dialect diversity; (b) addressing issues of language, identity, and power; and (c) emphasizing practical, pedagogical applications of research on language variation. In the following sections, we explore the methods and dilemmas associated with a sociolinguistic approach to dialect diversity in the classroom.
Anticipating and Overcoming Resistance
The task of persuading and preparing teachers to support alternative approaches to stigmatized dialects is a difficult one. Two challenges stand in the way. stylistically, and even morally superior to stigmatized dialects. Standard English ideology relies especially on the role of teachers, who are often positioned by institutions, students, parents, and themselves as privileged authorities on language. English Language Arts teachers often believe that part of their responsibility is to guide students to a "correct" understanding of the English language-an understanding that often frames language as monolithic, static, and prescriptive (Milroy) . In the face of such widespread misconceptions about AAVE and other stigmatized dialects, it can be difficult to gain the political, public, and long-term institutional support that is essential to effective programs of professional development.
The second barrier to preparing teachers for dialectally diverse classrooms is the difficulty in changing teachers' beliefs (Blake & Cutler, 2003). Teachers' beliefs tend to be stable over time (Kagan, 1992) and may be particularly resistant to change when deeply held and related to issues of personal identity (Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992 (2006) found that preservice teachers often expressed contradictory and complex attitudes toward AAVE and its relation to schooling. For instance, when a preservice teacher asserted, in a posting to an electronic discussion board, that teachers "should be careful not to dismiss the intelligence of students who speak ebonics because that is the language they have been raised to speak," another preservice teacher replied: I agree that it is just how some kids talk. And it's hard to correct them because they might get embarrassed and not talk infront Whatever the method chosen to overcome teacher resistance to sociolinguistic principles of dialect diversity, public responses to language controversies and our own experiences suggest that the careful selection of terminology is crucial. The uproar following the 1996 Oakland school board's decision to recognize "Ebonics" as the primary language of the district's African American student population provides one cautionary tale. In some cases, teachers may be more open to accepting that their students' vernacular dialects are rule-governed and to incorporating these dialects into language and literacy learning if the dialects are not initially discussed with racialized terminology such as AAVE. Indeed, Wheeler has found that teachers and school and central office administrators will listen to and learn sociolinguistic approaches only when she uses race-neutral terms such as "Informal English" or "Every- When asked. if they were taught how to integrate language diversity into their teaching, the teachers responded no. They stated they were simply taught to avoid put-downs (i.e., public, negative labeling of nonstandard English as slang, ghetto, or bad English) and correcting students. They could not recall being taught, for example, how to use the students' language as a bridge for teaching Standard English, connecting to the students' culture, examining issues of the social production of language, or to use English as a tool of power and social control. In her study, teachers participated in a 3-day training workshop centered on the principles of sociolinguistic diversity that support culturally sensitive teaching for students who speak AAVE. The workshop incorporated learning activities designed to raise teacher awareness of linguistic prejudice, such as discussing the film American Tongues and critiquing teaching scenarios that illustrated desirable and undesirable responses to student language. Throughout the workshop, new information about language variation was connected to classroom teaching. In particular, the technique of teaching Standard English in context through contrastive analysis-the explicit comparison of the patterns of various dialects-was recommended as a best practice and illustrated through a training video (Los Angeles Unified School District, 1998).
The results of a language attitude survey administered before and after the program demonstrated that all of the teachers' selfreported attitudes toward AAVE improved significantly, but also that a subgroup of teachers who incorporated these dialect awareness activities in their classrooms showed even greater gains. Exit interviews revealed that teachers appreciated the project's emphasis on connecting the theory of dialect equality to pedagogical practice. As one fourth-grade teacher noted, "This project has been really influential for me. I had some linguistics before. . . . I got what they were trying to say, but I didn't know what to do with it. They never explained how I was supposed to change. This made everything very clear. I know what to do now, and I can see that it works" (Sweetland, 2005 In weekly workshops with three eighthgrade teachers, Wheeler used discovery activities to demonstrate to teachers that their students were not making mistakes in Standard English but instead were using another grammar. Teachers learned to collect examples of frequently occurring dialect-based patterns from their students' essays and moved through a cycle of inquiry in which they categorized and described student grammar. Teachers learned to use contrastive analysis, a compare/ contrast strategy, to lead students in a similar discovery of the differences between vernacular and Standard English grammar rules.
Teachers undertook a parallel exploration of the ideological assumptions underlying the traditional "red pen approach" and the linguistically informed "code-switching" approach (Wheeler & Swords, 2006) by examining how the terms they used (error, mistake, correct grammar) reflected an ideology that devalued students' language. Teachers then took steps to begin using descriptive, rather than prescriptive, terms (grammarpattern, choosing the features to fit the setting), communicating that they were building on, rather than replacing, students' robust language competence.
Over a 2-year period, the students of one teacher who extensively implemented this code-switching method significantly improved in their overall writing performance, increasing their overall pass rate on the state's standardized writing assessment from 60% to 79% to 94% ( 
Conclusion
At the outset of this essay, we argued for a renewed and sustained effort to prepare teachers for dialectally diverse classrooms by appealing to the literature that documents the negative effects of uninformed beliefs about language variation. We close on a more positive note, envisioning the alternatives possible when dialect diversity is acknowledged as regular, natural, and even desirable. The kind of teacher education we are proposing challenges researchers and educators to look squarely at difficult issues and expand their scope of inquiry and expertise. Additional research is needed that follows preservice and inservice teachers into the classroom to see how their teaching practices are affected by the teacher preparation that we call for and by revised language ideologies. However, existing research and our experience have suggested that the fruits of such labor are substantialreducing inequities in educational outcomes and fostering the best aims of education: maintaining high expectations for all students, recognizing students' talents and giving them the tools to develop even further, and affirming the rich variety of human cultures and experiences. Teacher preparation that draws on sociolinguistic understandings of dialect diversity can also foster school cultures and academic identities that are inclusive of all students' "ways with words" (to echo Heath, 1983). We think that teacher education can and should make a difference in the way that teachers are prepared for dialect diversity. They can learn that dialect diversity is a natural characteristic of every community of learners and a rich resource for academic learning.
